The Project Management Cocktail Model: An Approach for Balancing Agile and ISO 21500  by Binder, Jean et al.
 Procedia - Social and Behavioral Sciences  119 ( 2014 )  182 – 191 
1877-0428 © 2014 The Authors. Published by Elsevier Ltd. Open access under CC BY-NC-ND license. 
Selection and peer-review under responsibility of the IPMA.
doi: 10.1016/j.sbspro.2014.03.022 
ScienceDirect
27th IPMA World Congress 
The project management cocktail model:  
An approach for balancing agile and ISO 21500 
Jean Bindera*, Leon IV Aillaudb, Lionel Schillia
aPhilip Morris International, Research and Development, Quai Jeanrenaud 5, 2000 Neuchatel, Switzerland 
bPMI Engineering SA, Rue des Usines 90, 2000 Neuchatel, Switzerland 
Abstract 
Modern PM methodologies emerged in the late 1950s and were formalized in 2012 in an International Organization for 
Standization (ISO) standard: ISO/FDIS 21500:2012, Guidance on Project Management. This ISO standard follows traditional 
waterfall approach whereby high-level project definition is used to develop a detailed plan guiding the execution of all 
deliverables. Agile principles (AP) emerged in the late 1950s and were formalized in the 2001 Agile Manifesto (Larman and 
Basili, 2003). These principles are not reflected in the ISO standard because agile and waterfall approaches were formerly 
considered as ‘competing bipolar choices’ (Batra et al., 2010, p.380). Recent research contends that both approaches can be 
valid, dependent on project complexities and risks (Boehm and Turner, 2003), and that a combined (cocktail) approach could 
prove optimal (Kahkonen, 2004; Batra et al., 2010; Barlow et al., 2010). This paper investigates combining the AP with a 
waterfall PM model and compares the new ISO standard to the Agile Manifesto and previous literature on hybrid PM models. 
We present a novel cocktail model that balances the structure of waterfall-based models with the flexibility of AP. This model 
has the benefit of meeting the financial, legal and procurement standards of large companies through its use of the ISO standard 
elements, while introducing the agility required to adapt to changing priorities and environments. 
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1. Introduction 
cock·tail /ޖkܥkޙteܼl/ : noun: 4. any eclectic mixture or miscellaneous collection. (source: http://dictionary.reference.com) 
Projects are by definition unique and have different deliverables, stakeholders, resources and constraints (ISO, 
2012). Business processes often require accurate estimates for projects (Boehm and Turner, 2005). To satisfy these 
processes PM traditionally places emphasis on planning and control, ignoring the emergent nature of many 
projects and the issues generated by the human aspects (Winter et al., 2006). The PMBOK Guide (PMI, 2012) was 
apparently the only reference used in generating the ISO standard published in 2012 (Reusch et al., 2012), and both 
are strongly influenced by these early PM theories and by the waterfall approach to the project life cycle as 
described by Boehm (1988). While the PMBOK recognized the need for emergent planning in 2004 (Collyer et al., 
2010), the ISO standard can be considered a regression to a waterfall approach because of its lack of reference to 
emergent principles such as iterations, agile, and ‘rolling wave’. The ISO standard is structured around 39 
identified processes (ISOP) that are defined as, ‘…a set of interrelated activities (…) which are specific to PM and 
determine how the activities selected for the project are managed’ (ISO, 2012, p.8).  The 39 processes can be 
grouped into ten subject groups (ISOSG) and, from a management perspective, into five process groups (ISOPG) 
as shown in Table 1.  
     Table 1. ISO processes classified according to subject groups and process groups (adopted from ISO, 2012). 
ISOSG ISOPG ISOP number and title 
Integration Initiating 4.3.2 Develop project charter 
Integration Planning 4.3.3 Develop project plans 
Integration Implementing 4.3.4 Direct project work 
Integration Controlling 4.3.5 Control project work 
Integration Controlling 4.3.6 Control changes 
Integration Closing 4.3.7 Close project phase or project 
Integration Closing 4.3.8 Collect lessons learned 
Stakeholder Initiating 4.3.9 Identify stakeholders 
Stakeholder Implementing 4.3.10 Manage stakeholders
Scope Planning 4.3.11 Define scope 
Scope Planning 4.3.12 Create WBS 
Scope Planning 4.3.13 Define activities 
Scope Controlling 4.3.14 Control scope 
Resource Initiating 4.3.15 Establish project team 
Resource Planning 4.3.16 Estimate resources 
Resource Planning 4.3.17 Define project organization 
Resource Implementing 4.3.18 Develop project team 
Resource Controlling 4.3.19 Control resources 
Resource Controlling 4.3.20 Manage project team 
Time Planning 4.3.21 Sequence activities 
Time Planning 4.3.22 Estimate activity durations 
Time Planning 4.3.23 Develop schedule 
Time Controlling 4.3.24 Control schedule 
Cost Planning 4.3.25 Estimate costs 
Cost Planning 4.3.26 Develop budget 
Cost Controlling 4.3.27 Control costs 
Risk Planning 4.3.28 Identify risks 
Risk Planning 4.3.29 Assess risks 
Risk Implementing 4.3.30 Treat risks 
Risk Controlling 4.3.31 Control risks 
Quality Planning 4.3.32 Plan quality 
Quality Implementing 4.3.33 Perform quality assurance 
Quality Controlling 4.3.34 Perform quality control 
Procurement Planning 4.3.35 Plan procurements 
Procurement Implementing 4.3.36 Select suppliers 
Procurement Controlling 4.3.37 Administer procurements 
Communication Planning 4.3.38 Plan communications 
Communication Implementing 4.3.39 Distribute information 
Communication Controlling 4.3.40 Manage communications 
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To address the needs transpiring from emergent projects, agile methods were developed in the 1950s, being 
formalized in the 2001 Agile Manifesto (Larman and Basili, 2003). These methods and principles are believed to 
improve team productivity (Kahkonen 2004) and to encourage experimentation and evolution by focusing on 
short-term results while allowing for the inherent uncertainties of future tasks and deliverables (Boehm and Turner, 
2005). The agile team takes joint decisions on the technical approaches, communication processes, management 
principles and work structures, and it takes several cycles to complete the deliverables incrementally (Boehm and 
Turner, 2005). 
There are challenges in implementing agile methods because of conflicts with business processes such as 
procurement and knowledge management, and because of the intrinsic level of uncertainty and ambiguity relating 
to iterative approaches (Boehm and Turner, 2005). Agile characteristics such as the lack of extensive 
documentation usually required for training and support, its suitability for small teams and the self-organizing 
nature of its project teams, are areas that may encounter corporate policy and procedure barriers (Kahkonen 2004; 
Boehm and Turner, 2005). 
To promote flexibility and productivity, while satisfying corporate policies and procedures, an hybrid approach 
to PM can be developed by combining the AP with traditional PM methods (Boehm and Turner, 2003; Batra et al., 
2010; Conforto and Amaral, 2010; Barlow et al., 2011; Magdaleno et al., 2011). This study proposes an innovative 
hybrid approach through combining AP with the overarching structure of the ISO standard. The model was named 
‘cocktail’ to suggest that an eclectic mixture of these two PM theoretical standpoints can be more effective than 
each of the components on a stand-alone basis. 
2. Research methods 
The objective of this research was to develop a hybrid model by establishing a correlation between the ISOP 
and AP. The literature analysis followed a grounded-theory approach to classify the AP (see Table 2) according to 
the existing ISOP codes shown in Table 1. The Agile Manifesto principles were also assessed against ISOSG and 
ISOPG using hierarchical clustering methods (Warnes et al., 2008): such methods are commonly used in system 
biology studies (Meunier et al , 2007) to identify potential relationship patterns.  
The resulting hybrid approach aims to combine the strengths of both agile methodologies and ISO standards 
while satisfying corporate policy and procedures requirements. This study does not intend to compare ISO to agile 
because the former provides guidance on what processes a project manager should follow, while the latter provides 
principles about how the project team should work. 
     Table 2. Agile Principles (adapted from http://agilemanifesto.org/principles.html). 
Number Principle 
AP1 Our highest priority is to satisfy the customer through early and continuous delivery of valuable software. 
AP2 Welcome changing requirements, even late in development. Agile processes harness change for the customer's competitive 
advantage. 
AP3 Deliver working software frequently, from a couple of weeks to a couple of months, with a preference for the shorter timescale.  
AP4 Business people and developers must work together daily throughout the project.  
AP5 Build projects around motivated individuals. Give them the environment and support they need, and trust them to get the job 
done. 
AP6 The most efficient and effective method of conveying information to and within a development team is face-to-face 
conversation. 
AP7 Working software is the primary measure of progress. 
AP8 Agile processes promote sustainable development. The sponsors, developers, and users should be able to maintain a constant 
pace indefinitely.  
AP9 Continuous attention to technical excellence and good design enhances agility. 
AP10 Simplicity - the art of maximizing the amount of work not done - is essential. 
AP11 The best architectures, requirements, and designs emerge from self-organizing teams. 
AP12 At regular intervals, the team reflects on how to become more effective, then tunes and adjusts its behavior accordingly. 
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3. Analysis  
We assess the correlation between the ISOP and the AP for each of the ten ISOSG. Recommendations are made 
on incorporating the strengths of agile methodology into each ISOP. 
3.1. ISOSG Integration  
There are clear correlations between most ISOPs in this ISOSG and AP1 (continuous delivery), AP2 
(harnessing changes), and AP3 (iterative execution). These AP can enhance the capacity for dealing with 
ambiguity when developing the project charter and project plans, and when directing project work and controlling 
changes. Furthermore, almost all AP affect the way a project manager directs project work. Hence, for the cocktail 
model the following ISOP adaptations can be made: 
• 4.3.2 Develop project charter - The charter must obtain approval for a phased and iterative approach. Iterations 
are typically shorter than project phases and deliver a portion of the final product (Schwaber, 1997). The 
number of phases and the duration of the iterations will be dependent on the levels of ambiguity, uncertainty 
and innovation. To satisfy AP10 (simplicity), the charter can obtain overall approval for all the phases of the 
project, eliminating the need for approval at the start of every project phase. The decision-making process in 
order to start a new phase is supported by the updated project plan. 
• 4.3.3 Develop project plans - The project plan must take into consideration the key features (as identified at the 
time), the key milestones (based on user/customer needs), and high-level scope, schedule and budget. The plan 
must be reviewed at each iteration to ensure that the key elements impacting the time, scope, cost or user are 
still realistic, and to obtain approval for commencement of the subsequent phase (or iteration). 
• 4.3.4 Direct project work – There is overlap between this ISOP and 4.3.5, and they can be merged.  
• 4.3.5 Control project work – Teams that apply AP5 (motivated individuals) and have high levels of motivation 
and trust may not need strict activity control. Instead, high-level monitoring should be undertaken, considering 
all AP. Thus, this ISOP and 4.3.4 could be combined and named ‘Monitor project work’.  
• 4.3.6 Control changes – This ISOP already supports AP2, by recommending that a project manager records and 
evaluates changes before requesting approval for their implementation. 
• 4.3.7 Close project phase or project – This ISOP does not appear to be affected by any AP, therefore no 
adaptation seems necessary. 
• 4.3.8 Collect lessons learned – This ISOP appears to be in line with AP9 (continuous attention) and AP12 (team 
effectiveness). To satisfy AP10, the process (defined as: ‘The lessons learned should be captured, compiled, 
formalized, stored, disseminated and used throughout the project’ (ISO, 2012, p.17)) can be simplified.  
3.2. ISOSG Stakeholder  
There is a correlation between all ISOP in this ISOSG and AP4 (daily stakeholder cooperation), AP5, AP6 
(face-to-face communication), and AP11 (self-organized teams), when identifying and managing stakeholders that 
may eventually become part of the project team. These AP may influence the selection of stakeholders that work 
together daily in the same location, are motivated and fit well into a self-organizing team. Hence, for the cocktail 
model the following ISOP adaptations can be made: 
• 4.3.9 Identify stakeholders – When determining internal project individuals, preference should be given to 
people who are available to work full-time with other team members, are motivated, and can be (at least 
temporarily, or as frequently as possible) in the same location. 
• 4.3.10 Manage stakeholders – this ISOP is also impacted by AP7 (working software) and AP10. Thus 
stakeholder expectations should be focused on clear measures of progress, such as the delivery of working 
products, and they should strive for simplicity.  
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3.3. ISOSG Scope  
There is a correlation between all ISOP in the ISOSG scope and AP1, AP2, AP3, and AP10. This implies a 
progressive refining of the project scope that must be kept to the minimum level required to produce the 
deliverables and satisfy the stakeholders. Other AP that may influence the ISOP in this ISOSG are AP7, AP8 
(sustainable development) and AP9. Hence, for the cocktail model the following ISOP adaptations can be made:  
• 4.3.11 Define scope – The high-level scope must take into consideration the key features (as known in the time 
of the plan) using good design and simplicity. A detailed scope can be prepared for each iteration, with a 
corresponding analysis of the impact of changes to the high-level scope and to other project elements such as 
time, costs and quality. 
• 4.3.12 Create WBS (work breakdown structure) – The WBS should allow for a deconstruction of project scope 
into sets of activities (work packages) that can be produced, delivered and tested independently (Hass, 2007). 
Complex projects may require a high-level monitoring of dependencies among work packages, as these are not 
always fully independent from each other. 
• 4.3.13 Define activities – The activities can be planned at a high level initially, then at a more detailed level at 
the start of each iteration. Activities can be grouped: each group should be produced, delivered and tested 
independently. Progress and pace measures must be linked to the activities. 
• 4.3.14 Control scope – The control of the scope should be flexible to allow for changing requirements that are 
supported by an impact analysis and accepted by the key stakeholders. 
3.4. ISOSG Resource  
There is a correlation between most ISOP in this ISOSG and AP4, AP5, AP6, AP8, and AP11, referring to team 
availability, pace of work, motivation, trust, collocation, and ability to self-organize. The implementing and 
controlling ISOPG can also be influenced by AP9 and AP12. Hence, for the cocktail model the following ISOP 
adaptations can be made: 
• 4.3.15 Establish project team – When selecting and hiring new team members preference should be given to 
people: who are self-motivated and available to work full time on the project; who can work in the same 
location as other team members (at least temporarily); who can maintain a constant pace independently of close 
supervision; and who have a good capacity for organization. 
• 4.3.16 Estimate resources – The high-level scope can provide an initial estimation of resources. Detailed 
estimates can be prepared for each iteration. In agile projects the amount of resources and the pace of work help 
to determine the amount of work that can be performed in the next iteration. The availability of team members 
to work full time and collocated also impact on the resource estimation. 
• 4.3.17 Define project organization – The team structure must take into account the location of team members. 
When not all team members are collocated, sub-teams may be formed to work independently in the various 
locations for each specific deliverable. Temporary collocation should also be considered, in line with recent 
proximity theory investigations (Torre and Rallet, 2005; Torre, 2008). 
• 4.3.18 Develop project team – Training, coaching and mentorship should be a mitigation for when the selected 
team members do not have the skills outlined in 4.3.15. Team development may be needed to compensate for 
lack of technical excellence and good design skills. A regular assessment of team skills should be performed, 
with a corresponding update of the development plan to improve team effectiveness and behavior. 
• 4.3.19 Control resources – Teams effectively applying AP5 do not require detailed team member control. 
However, the regular resource controlling indicated in this ISOP remains necessary to ensure availability and 
assignment are as planned, and that a proper response is in place to timely address changes. 
• 4.3.20 Manage project team – While all AP may impact on the way a project team is managed, the high-level 
description of this ISOP remains valid. Behavioral competencies highlighted by the AP (such as motivation and 
trust) are briefly mentioned in ISO (2012) but could be more explicit and constantly monitored.  
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3.5. ISOSG Time  
There is a logical correlation between all ISOP in this ISOSG and AP1, AP2, and AP3, as these refer to early 
and continuous delivery and to the changing requirements that may affect the project schedule. Hence, for the 
cocktail model the following ISOP adaptations can be made: 
• 4.3.21 Sequence activities – The sequencing occurs at a high-level initially, prioritizing the activities to select 
those that will take place in the first iteration. The establishment of dependencies between different activities is 
a key factor for grouping them into iterations, and to determine their priorities. A detailed sequencing may not 
be required, as the activities can be performed in parallel within an iteration, and then rapidly integrated for 
testing and delivery. 
• 4.3.22 Estimate activity durations – The ISO definition states ‘…future activities may consist of work that will 
be broken down into more detail as time progresses and more detailed information becomes available’ (ISO, 
2012, p.22). As this ISOP also mentions the need for periodic re-estimates, it can be considered compatible to 
the AP. 
• 4.3.23 Develop schedule – The high-level schedule must take into consideration key features and milestones 
(based on user and customer needs). A detailed schedule must be prepared for each iteration with a 
corresponding assessment of potential changes to the high-level plan. This assesses whether added features 
should replace others, be compensated with more resources, or impact on the milestones. A time contingency 
should also be added to key milestones to mitigate for changing requirements. 
• 4.3.24 Control schedule – Schedule control should take place at each iteration, through a comparison of the 
high-level schedule with the duration of the activities already executed and the estimated duration of remaining 
activities. Using the simplicity principle (AP10), the project can be finished on time by eliminating activities 
initially considered important and subsequently deemed not essential. 
3.6. ISOSG Cost  
There is a correlation between all ISOP in this ISOSG and AP1, AP2, AP3, AP7, and AP8. The first three AP 
refer to early and continuous delivery that may affect the project budget and cash flow, and changing requirements 
that may affect the project costs. The last two refer to the measure of progress and the pace of work, both affecting 
the cash flow and payments. Hence, for the cocktail model the following ISOP adaptations can be made: 
• 4.3.25 Estimate costs – When the team members are not collocated, include costs relating to potential 
relocation, regular travel, and use of communication/collaboration tools in the estimates. The cost estimation 
occurs at a high-level initially, with a detailed analysis only for the activities that are performed in the first 
iteration. 
• 4.3.26 Develop budget – For cash flow estimates, consider the amount and duration of the iterations, the 
expected amount of work to be undertaken (mainly for time and materials contracts), and the expected 
deliverables to be produced (particularly for fixed price contracts). 
• 4.3.27 Control costs – Cost control should take place during each iteration, through a comparison of the high-
level budget with the total cost of the activities already executed and the estimated cost of outstanding activities. 
Using the simplicity principle (AP10), costs can be kept within budget by eliminating activities initially 
considered important and subsequently deemed not essential. 
3.7. ISOSG Risk  
There seems to be no correlation between any risk ISOP and the AP. ISOP 4.3.28, 4.3.29, 4.3.30 and 4.3.31 do 
not need to be adapted as the pro-active management of risks as mentioned in the ISO is an important factor for the 
success of projects (see for example Raz and Michael, 2001; de Bakker, 2011) recognized by some agile methods 
(see for example Schwaber, 1997). 
188   Jean Binder et al. /  Procedia - Social and Behavioral Sciences  119 ( 2014 )  182 – 191 
3.8. ISOSG Quality  
There is a correlation between all ISOP in this ISOSG and AP7, AP9, and AP12, defining the working products 
and the primary measure of progress, highlighting the need for technical excellence and good design, and 
suggesting regular reflections on effectiveness. However, there appears to be no need for modification of ISOPs 
4.3.32, 4.3.33 and 4.3.34, which are already in line with the AP. 
3.9. ISOSG Procurement  
Clear procurement processes demonstrate the advantage of the cocktail model over agile models, by aligning 
PM to corporate standards and by increasing procurement, finance and legal stakeholder satisfaction. In this 
ISOSG, there appears to be a correlation between the first two ISOP and AP4, AP5, and AP6. Hence, for the 
cocktail model the following ISOP adaptations can be made: 
• 4.3.35 Plan procurements –When establishing a preferred list of human resource suppliers, preference may be 
given to companies having motivated people available to work full-time with other team members, and that are 
available (at least temporarily) to work in the same location. 
• 4.3.36 Select suppliers – This ISOP is also correlated to AP1, AP2, AP3, and AP11, as they all may influence 
the selection of companies that abide to the principles being put in place for running the project. In line with 
4.3.35, when selecting the suppliers who will provide human resources to the team, the evaluation criteria 
should include the need for people to be available to work full-time with other team members, are motivated, 
and can be (at least temporarily) in the same location. The suppliers must have self-organized teams, frequently 
deliver products, and flexibly react to changing requirements. 
• 4.3.37 Administer procurements – As this ISOP involves monitoring the suppliers’ performance, it is correlated 
to AP7, AP8, AP11, and AP12. The performance should be measured on: working products; the ability of 
suppliers to maintain a constant pace; and the ability of suppliers to work with self-organizing teams. 
Performance assessment should provoke reflections on how to improve effectiveness and on behavioral 
adjustments. 
3.10. ISOSG Communication  
ISOP 4.3.39 and 4.3.40 can be merged for simplification purposes. There is a correlation between most ISOP in 
this ISOSG and AP1, AP2, AP3, AP4, AP6, and AP7 relating to what is being communicated (e.g., status of early 
and continuous delivery of working products, status of change requirements, daily exchanges about project work) 
and the form of communication (e.g., give preference to face-to-face communication). Hence, for the cocktail 
model the following ISOP adaptations can be made: 
• 4.3.38 Plan communications – The communications plan should take AP10 into consideration in addition to the 
AP discussed in 3.10 above: simplicity is essential for communication to be understood by all parties and to 
avoid information overload. 
• 4.3.39 Distribute information – This ISOP can be merged with 4.3.40 Manage communications 
• 4.3.40 Manage communications – To ensure the communication needs of project stakeholders are satisfied the 
project manager may need to ensure that a constant pace of communications is being maintained (AP8) and 
conduct regular reflections on communications’ effectiveness (AP12), in addition to following the previously 
established communications plan. 
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Fig. 1. LEFT: ISOSG and AP clustering, RIGHT: ISOPG and AP clustering  
(darker cells indicate a higher percentage of ISOP in each ISOSG/ISOSG that relates to each AP) 
4. Discussion 
To better visualize the correlations, a heatmap showing hierarchical clustering of the ISOP and AP was prepared 
(using the gplots library in R statistical software – function heatmap.2) for ISOSG and ISOPG based on the 
percentage of ISOP using each AP. Figure 1 shows the correlations between the ISOSG and AP identified by the 
authors, and suggests that AP1, AP2, and AP3 (related to the iterative and changing characteristics of project) are 
particularly relevant for project integration, scope, time, cost and communication. AP4, AP5, AP6, and AP11 
(related to team members’ availability, motivation, trust, collocation, and self-organizing teams), are very 
important for stakeholders, resources and procurement. AP9 (attention to excellence and design) and AP12 
(constant assessment and improvement) are correlated to quality. The other AP do not appear to cluster in the same 
manner. AP7 (measures of progress) relates mostly to cost, quality and communication. AP8 (pace of work) is 
highly related to resource and cost. AP10 (scope simplification) is mostly related to scope. These correlations are 
logical and can be easily understood: they may serve as one validation tool for the research results. 
Figure 1 also shows the correlations between the ISOPG and AP, and suggests that AP4, AP5, AP6, and AP11 
are more relevant when initiating a project. As these AP relate to team members (availability, motivation, trust, 
collocation, and self-organizing teams), this indicates the need to take these factors into consideration when 
identifying stakeholders and establishing the project team. AP1, AP2, and AP3 (related to the iterative and 
changing characteristics of project) are particularly relevant when planning and controlling the project. AP7, AP8, 
AP9, and AP12 tend to be more applicable when controlling the project as these AP relate to the pace and 
measures of progress, and to a constant attention to excellence and design. All these correlations can be easily 
understood and serve as another validation tool during the research. 
A comparison of the ISO and agile models of interactions was undertaken to understand how the flow of 
projects following ISO and agile compare to each other. The ISOPG interactions from ISO (2012) are illustrated in 
Figure 2. 
As discussed in the ISOP 4.3.11, 4.3.12, 4.3.16, 4.3.21, 4.3.23, and 4.3.25, there should be an initial high-level 
plan, followed by detailed planning at each iteration that leads to the implementation. In parallel, a high-level 
monitoring of the project elements and dependencies between the deliverables being produced across iterations 
must take place. This is a simple but significant difference to the disposition of the ISOPG that reflects agile 
methods such as Scrum (represented in Figure 2). 
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Fig. 2. ISO Process groups interactions and the Scrum process 
Fig. 3. The cocktail model for project management 
As discussed in 4.3.5, the term ‘monitoring’ reflects the AP better than ‘controlling’. The ISO standard states: 
‘…In practice, the processes within the process groups are often concurrent, overlapping and interacting in ways 
that are not shown [in the current graphic representation]’ (ISO, 2013, p.12). The suggested graphic representation 
of the authors’ cocktail model combining the AP and the ISO standard is shown in Figure 3. 
  
Conclusion 
to be better understood and accepted than agile models by the financial, legal and procurement standards of 
large companies. This is because of the familiar ISOSG procurement and ISOPG initiating, planning and 
controlling guidelines. The model also brings the agility required to adapt to changing priorities and environments 
(from the adaptations suggested to every ISOP), therefore mitigating for the ISO’s lack of reference to emergent 
principles. 
This study has some limitations. The ISO standard provides only a high level definition of the ISOSG, ISOPG 
and ISOP, which may appear to be compatible to the AP. However, other reference bodies such as the PMBOK 
Guide provide more detailed processes that may require further adaptation. Future research could use the research 
methods defined in this study to perform similar comparisons with other PM references. Further studies must also 
consider how to integrate the cocktail model with the informal and behavioral elements that are required to deal 
with uncertainty, ambiguity and complexity (Leybourne and Sainter, 2012). 
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The grounded theory and clustering approach were performed and verified by all three authors of this study, but 
remain a subjective analysis that should be challenged by other studies and authors to refine the findings. Field 
studies may now apply the cocktail model in practice and assess its effectiveness and the gaps to be addressed. 
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